Fairness and transparency are required for the inclusion of privately protected areas in publicly accessible conservation databases by Clements, Hayley S. et al.
land
Perspective
Fairness and Transparency Are Required for the
Inclusion of Privately Protected Areas in Publicly
Accessible Conservation Databases
Hayley S. Clements 1,* ID , Matthew J. Selinske 2,3, Carla L. Archibald 4,5, Benjamin Cooke 3,
James A. Fitzsimons 6,7 ID , Julie E. Groce 8, Nooshin Torabi 3 and Mathew J. Hardy 2,3
1 Centre for Complex Systems in Transition, Stellenbosch University, Stellenbosch 7600, South Africa
2 Australian Research Council Centre of Excellence for Environmental Decisions, RMIT University,
Melbourne, VIC 3000, Australia; matthew.selinske@rmit.edu.au (M.J.S.); mat.hardy@rmit.edu.au (M.J.H.)
3 Centre for Urban Research, School of Global, Urban and Social Studies, RMIT University, Melbourne,
VIC 3001, Australia; ben.cooke@rmit.edu.au (B.C.); nooshin.torabi@rmit.edu.au (N.T.)
4 Australian Research Council Centre of Excellence for Environmental Decisions, University of Queensland,
St. Lucia, QLD 4072, Australia; c.archibald@uq.edu.au
5 School of Earth and Environmental Sciences, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, QLD 4072, Australia
6 The Nature Conservancy, P.O. Box 57, Carlton South, VIC 3053, Australia; jfitzsimons@tnc.org
7 School of Life and Environmental Sciences, Deakin University, Burwood, VIC 3125, Australia
8 School of Biological Sciences, Monash University, Clayton, VIC 3800, Australia; julie.groce@monash.edu
* Correspondence: clementshayley@gmail.com; Tel.: +27-21-808-2704
Received: 7 July 2018; Accepted: 11 August 2018; Published: 13 August 2018


Abstract: There is a growing recognition of the contribution that privately-owned land makes to
conservation efforts, and governments are increasingly counting privately protected areas (PPAs)
towards their international conservation commitments. The public availability of spatial data on
countries’ conservation estates is important for broad-scale conservation planning and monitoring
and for evaluating progress towards targets. Yet there has been limited consideration of how PPA data
is reported to national and international protected area databases, particularly whether such reporting
is transparent and fair (i.e., equitable) to the landholders involved. Here we consider PPA reporting
procedures from three countries with high numbers of PPAs—Australia, South Africa, and the United
States—illustrating the diversity within and between countries regarding what data is reported and
the transparency with which it is reported. Noting a potential tension between landholder preferences
for privacy and security of their property information and the benefit of sharing this information
for broader conservation efforts, we identify the need to consider equity in PPA reporting processes.
Unpacking potential considerations and tensions into distributional, procedural, and recognitional
dimensions of equity, we propose a series of broad principles to foster transparent and fair reporting.
Our approach for navigating the complexity and context-dependency of equity considerations
will help strengthen PPA reporting and facilitate the transparent integration of PPAs into broader
conservation efforts.
Keywords: Convention on Biological Diversity; Aichi Target 11; conservation planning; protected
area reporting; equity framework; private land conservation; privacy
1. Introduction
Protected areas remain a core global strategy for curbing the current biodiversity extinction
crisis [1]. Under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), signatory governments have committed
to conserve at least 17% of their terrestrial and 10% of their marine environments by 2020 through
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“ecologically representative” protected area networks (Aichi Target 11) [2]. Despite significant
expansion in the global protected area estate in the past two decades, many countries are predicted
to fall short of this target, particularly in terms of ecological representation [3,4]. The majority
of the world’s reported protected areas are owned and managed by governments [1], with their
efficacy and extent constrained in many cases by limited governmental resources and competing
priorities [5]. The capacity of these protected areas to protect representative samples of biodiversity is
further limited by often historical biases in their locations towards higher elevations, steeper slopes,
and less productive portions of the landscape [4,6]. In many countries, the majority of land is
privately owned, particularly in highly productive areas, and some of these contain threatened
and/or under-represented ecosystems [7–10]. Increasingly, privately protected areas (PPAs) are being
used to conserve biodiversity on private land, complementing government-owned protected area
estates [8,11–14]. The increase in the number of, and area covered by, PPAs around the world in recent
decades [15,16] poses unique opportunities and challenges for monitoring, managing, and expanding
the protected area estate.
The potential for PPAs to contribute to conservation has been emphasized by the International
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) World Commission on Protected Areas (IUCN-WCPA) [17],
and in some countries, PPAs are counted towards international conservation targets (e.g., Aichi Target
11 [15]). PPA information (e.g., geospatial data, property name, management authority) is included
within some national and international protected area databases, such as the World Database on
Protected Areas (WDPA) [16]. These databases provide information on the distribution of a country’s
complete protected area estate, which is important for systematic conservation planning, monitoring,
and evaluation [18,19] and enables transparent assessments of progress towards international
conservation targets (e.g., [20]). While the inclusion of PPAs in national and international databases is
beneficial from a conservation perspective, the public accessibility of many of these databases raises
questions about whether current approaches of including PPA information are fair and transparent to
the PPA owners.
Defined as protected areas under private governance [15], PPAs encompass a diverse set of private
property conservation arrangements (e.g., conservation easements, conservation covenants, and land
stewardship agreements). In many countries, PPAs are commonly owned by individuals or families
(hereafter referred to as “landholders”), and in some instances these landholders live on and/or derive
a primary income from their land [15]. These individual or family PPA landholders (as opposed to
non-government organizations, NGOs, who own PPAs) are the focus of this paper. The capacity and
motivation of these landholders for managing their PPAs can vary [21], as can their awareness of
the obligations of owning protected land [22]. Whilst some PPAs are established and managed with
public funding (e.g., incentives programs), others rely on private funding or independent action by
landholders [23]. This diversity in landholder motivations, management approaches, and residential
or financial dependence on PPAs suggests there may be potential differences in landholder preferences
regarding the sharing of PPA information. Thus, the inclusion of PPA information in conservation
databases warrants considerations beyond those required for protected areas on public land.
However, there has been limited consideration of PPA data reporting processes, and it remains
unclear what PPA information is collated, who has access to this information, whether landholders are
aware of reporting procedures, and how their perspectives are accounted for [24–26]. Examining these
questions is timely given the current development of PPA best-practice guidelines by the IUCN
(referred to in [16]) and the 2020 deadline for achieving the CBD Aichi Targets. The 2016 IUCN World
Conservation Congress approved a resolution on supporting PPAs, which calls on IUCN members
to “include privately protected areas that meet the requirements of IUCN Protected Area Standards
when reporting about protected area coverage and other related information, including to the World
Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) and to the CBD, in collaboration and agreement with the owners of
such areas” (emphasis added) [17] (p. 2). A discussion on PPA data reporting is also timely given the
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General Data Protection Regulation that became enforceable in the European Union earlier this year
(a region in which PPA numbers are increasing [14,27,28]).
Acknowledging the benefits of compiling PPA databases, we explore in this paper current
international and several national procedures for reporting PPA data and the extent to which
landholders are informed of these procedures. We focus on the three countries with the highest
numbers of reported PPAs in the WDPA: Australia, South Africa, and the United States of America
(USA) [16]. Given the apparent need for transparency and fairness in PPA reporting, particularly for
PPAs owned by individuals (as opposed to NGOs), we apply an equity framework to identify the
potential tensions and implications of including PPA data in publicly accessible databases. This broad
framework leaves room for the diversity of contexts in which PPAs are administered. As such, our aim
is to prompt reflection against equity principles in a manner that acknowledges this context diversity
rather than offer a rigid tool for universal application. Finally, we synthesize the insights into a series
of principles to help policy makers navigate potential issues and promote equitable reporting of PPA
data. We emphasize the importance of navigating these issues to ensure effective integration of PPAs
into conservation planning, management, and monitoring where agreed by the owners of such areas.
2. Current International and National PPA Data Management Procedures
Debate around providing access to personal or sensitive data spans many domains, including big
data, e-health, and law enforcement (e.g., [29,30]). One prominent example within conservation is
whether to publish the location of threatened species. Some researchers argue that location data
should be kept confidential given the risks of poaching [31], while others promote open-access to
enable effective conservation planning and management [32,33]. In the case of PPAs, the value of
comprehensive protected area databases for conservation planning and management may come with
risks to the landholders who make available their property information. For example, concerns have
been raised by conservation organizations and landholders that publishing the location of a PPA
may encourage trespassing or be used by property developers to identify undervalued land [24,26].
The need for the data owner’s consent to share their information is also a common feature in
international data-sharing policies [34]. It is thus important to explore whether and how current
international and national protected area reporting processes navigate these considerations.
The importance of international collaboration between state and private actors for successful
conservation initiatives, including protected areas, is increasingly discussed [35–37]. In reporting
protected area data, this collaboration typically takes the form of national governments collating
protected area (including in some instances PPA) information from a variety of sources (e.g.,
national and subnational government agencies, NGOs) and reporting this information to the United
Nations Environmental Program-World Conservation Monitoring Centre, which curates the WDPA [38]
(Figure 1). NGOs can also submit protected area data directly to the WDPA subsequent to data
verification by the WCPA [16]. Unless otherwise specified, this data is made freely available online
where it is used for a variety of purposes, including conservation research, the development of
conservation indicators and targets (e.g., Sustainable Development Goals Indicator 15.1.2 and Aichi
Target 11), and reporting on conservation progress (e.g., Protected Planet Report) [38]. The WDPA
also accepts data with restrictions on use and dissemination. If PPA data is considered sensitive
by the data provider, it can be used by WDPA managers for analyses but not shared further [16].
The WDPA requires, at a minimum, the protected area name, management authority, and geographic
location [38]. Ideally, management plans and geospatial data of protected area boundaries are also
provided. Data is only accepted into the WDPA after the provider has signed a contributor agreement,
stipulating whether the data can be shared publicly and verifying that the “relevant stakeholders and
rights-holders” have agreed to the provision of the data [38] (p. 60). However, for PPA data provided
to the WDPA, there is limited information regarding the extent to which relevant landholders are
aware of, and agree with, the inclusion of their data [16]. There is therefore a need to examine how
PPA data is collected, managed, and reported within countries (Figure 1).
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In Australia, conservation covenants and private reserves owned by NGOs are the key 
mechanisms for establishing PPAs [25,39]. Conservation covenants are binding agreements between 
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years, increasing the biodiversity representation and connectivity of the National Reserve System 
[19,25]. While Australia has a publicly available national protected area database that has shown good 
progress in its inclusion of PPAs (Collaborative Australian Protected Area Database; CAPAD), 
covenants are designated under state legislation and only some states and agencies provide data to 
the national database [25]. Factors impeding covenant reporting include privacy concerns about 
revealing property locations and a lack of coordination among stakeholders (e.g., state governments 
versus the Australian government) [25,40]. While many interviewed landholders viewed inclusion of 
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inclusion due to concerns that their contribution may lessen the government’s responsibility for 
meeting national protected area targets on publicly-owned land (i.e., additionality does not take place 
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Figure 1. Conceptual flow of privately protected area (PPA) data from local (landholder) to international
(World Database on Protected Areas; WDPA) reporting levels. Recognitional equity considerations are
important at all levels, while distributional and procedural equity considerations are most applicable to
the PPA data collection and collation decisions, rules, and responsibilities established within a country
(Table 1). The ten principles described in Box 1 are intended to guide equitable data collection by the
local, state, or regional organizations that oversee the PPA agreements.
In their recent revi w of 17 countries, Stolton et al. (2014) [15] found that 12 countries had national
dat bases of heir PPA estates, though the majority were incomplete. Here we illustrate the diversity
in PPA reporting using hree exampl s: Australia, South Africa, and the USA. These three countries
curre tly report the gr atest number of PPAs to the WDPA (together accounting for 87% of all PPAs in
the WDPA in 2017 [16]), and therefore repr s nt good xamples for considering reporti procedures
across thre diver e continents. These are not intended to be in-depth case studie but are r ther
illustrations of current PPA reporting issues.
In Australia, conservation covenants and private reserves owned by NGOs are the key
mechanisms for establishing PPAs [25,39]. Conservation covenants are binding agreements between
landholders and an authorized agency (e.g., state-level government, NGOs), established to protect
natural features in perpetuity, sometimes incentivized through the provision of financial support or
management guidance [25]. The PPA estate in Australia has seen impressive expansion in recent years,
increasing the biodiversity representation and connectivity of the National Reserve System [19,25].
While Australia has a publicly available national protected area database that has shown good progress
in its inclusion of PPAs (Collaborative Australian Protected Area Database; CAPAD), covenants are
designated under state legislation and only some states and agencies provide data to the national
database [25]. Factors impeding covenant reporting include privacy concerns about revealing property
locations and a lack of coordination among stakeholders (e.g., state governments versus the Australian
government) [25,40]. While many interviewed landholders viewed inclusion of their covenanted
land in the national database positively, others had a negative perspective towards inclusion due
to concerns that their contribution may lessen the government’s responsibility for meeting national
protected area targets on publicly-owned land (i.e., additionality does not take place through state
protected area expansion because governments count PPAs that were being conserved anyway towards
their targets) [41]. For some PPAs, there is transparency that la dholders’ property information
will be included in national databases upon signing agreements (e.g., new PPAs purcha ed by
NGOs with funds from the Australian Government’ National Res rve System Program and new
covena ts signed under the Tasmanian Private F rest Reserve Program in exchange fo financial
incentives) [25]. For other cons rvation covenants that are currently reported nationally, it is unclear
whether la dholder are made ware that info mation about their properties may be included as PPAs
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in national and international databases. We are aware that some programs have not sought explicit
permission to include this data in the CAPAD.
In South Africa, the Department of Environmental Affairs has a legislative mandate to maintain a
publicly available register of South Africa’s conservation estate [42] and an advanced legislative system
for formally recognizing PPAs, which have become the focus of protected area expansion efforts [43].
South Africa’s primary tool for expanding its estate of protected areas on privately owned land is the
national biodiversity stewardship initiative [44]. Biodiversity Stewardship Agreements are established
through a contract between the landholder and the provincial conservation agency, and data-reporting
policies are not evident in the national contract template [45]. However, the establishment of a formal
PPA requires a public gazettal process [45], suggesting landholders are likely to be aware of the public
availability of their property’s name, land use, and geospatial data.
The establishment of most private conservation areas in the USA is negotiated by organizations
that either purchase land directly or specialize in conservation easements (agreements between
landholders and organizations regarding land use restrictions to achieve conservation in exchange for
payment, tax benefits, or development permits [23]). The publicly accessible National Conservation
Easement Database has successfully aggregated data on easements held by thousands of conservation
organizations (NGOs, state and federal governments), but many organizations have declined to
provide data [26]. Concern for landholder privacy is reported as a primary deterrent for those not
reporting as well as prior agreements with landholders not to share locations and fear that this data
could be used by developers to identify undervalued properties [24,26]. Although the USA does not
formally recognize a unified national protected area system and has no PPA definition, an impressive
8731 USA PPAs are reported in the WDPA—the most of any country [46].
These examples highlight some of the diversity both within and between countries in the extent of,
processes associated with, and transparency regarding the reporting of PPA data. This diversity reflects
complex governance and legislative arrangements involving landholders, NGOs, and governmental
agencies that operate at local through to national scales. Based on the examples above, it is not
always clear whether affected landholders are made aware of data management policies and whether
they are provided the opportunity to state their preference regarding being labeled as a PPA and
included in national and international databases and towards conservation targets. While some
landholders viewed inclusion in national protected area systems positively [41], several studies have
noted landholder concerns regarding the public sharing of their information ranging from privacy
risks to a reluctance to negate governments of their conservation responsibilities [26,41]. The lack of
reporting transparency and landholder concerns around PPA data sharing are not specific to the three
focal countries. During the compilation of a PPA database for Mexico, for example, concerns were
raised by some landholders that the misuse of their PPA information by others could lead to instances of
blackmail [16,47]. When these concerns are weighed against the importance of sharing this information
for broader societal benefits, such as effective conservation planning, potential tensions emerge between
private and public good [24]. These tensions need to be navigated fairly and transparently.
3. Issues of Equity around PPA Data Inclusion in Publicly Accessible Databases
Questions of fairness and transparency in PPA reporting suggest the need to engage with
the concept of equity, which is broadly defined as the fair and just treatment of individuals or
groups within society [48]. The consideration of equity in conservation can be regarded as both
fundamental (i.e., it is inherently right) and outcome-based (i.e., it can assist in achieving effective
long-term conservation) [49]. For example, perceptions of unfairness amongst communities affected
by conservation policies can lead to increased costs for conservation programs [50]. There is increasing
recognition that conservation policy has often neglected issues of equity regarding people affected by
policy prescriptions [51]. Equity brings a focus to questions of legitimate process, participant buy-in,
increased accountability, and transparent compliance for conservation [50,51].
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Table 1. Considerations of three dimensions of equity [48–50] in the inclusion of privately protected area
(PPA) data (e.g., geospatial data, property name, management authority) in publicly available databases
and towards national and international conservation targets. These considerations are relevant to the
organizations that engage directly with landholders, facilitate PPA agreements, and collect PPA data
(‘data collectors’; Figure 1). Some considerations are also relevant to the national organizations that
collate this information and decide whether to contribute it to international databases.
Dimensions of Equity Level of Relevance Considerations
Procedural: equitable involvement
and inclusion of all stakeholder
groups in rule-making and decisions
Data collectors
• If PPA inclusion in publicly accessible databases and/or
towards targets is mandatory for a program or country,
are efforts made to ensure landholders understand the
reporting process and its implications when they enter into
a PPA agreement, and have agreed to this?
• Who is responsible for making landholders aware of their
obligations and rights, and for communicating any
changes in national or international policies to landholders
(e.g., the organization engaging with PPA landholders,
or the regional or national government)?
National
• To what extent should landholders be involved in
decisions about what data is reported to national and
international databases? Is it important that landholders
feel their preferences have been considered?
• Are national and international reporting rules and
agreements consistent with those that landholders sign
when establishing PPAs on their properties or do they
place extra levels of obligation not previously agreed to?
• Who owns the PPA data (e.g., the landholder,
the conservation organization, the government), and is this
recognized formally in PPA agreements? If additional
parties provide funding or support in establishing or
managing a PPA, does that entitle them to (partial)
ownership of the data and thus a say in decisions about the
data’s accessibility?
Distributional: equitable distribution
of costs, benefits, rights,
responsibilities, and risk within and
among groups from present and
future generations
Data collectors
• What data security risks are associated with storing and
sharing PPA information, and how are they being
managed by the organizations involved in PPA reporting?
(e.g., sharing PPA data could cause trespassing issues or
create a target for developers or marketers [26]).
• How are equity issues addressed as the PPA changes
ownership? (e.g., an original owner may have agreed to
share information, yet a subsequent owner does not;
see [22]).
National
• What are the landholders’ costs, risks, and responsibilities
of inclusion relative to the public benefits derived from
their inclusion in publicly accessible databases?
• Is there a risk that the transaction costs associated with
reporting could impact rates of PPA establishment and
ongoing landholder satisfaction, thus influencing public
conservation benefits [52]?
• If public funds are used in the process of establishing PPAs
(e.g., identifying, incentivizing, capacity building [53])
should landholders be required to allow data related to
their properties to be used for national conservation
reporting [24,26]?
• Does the use of PPAs in delivering ‘common good’
conservation outcomes (e.g., knowledge of conservation
progress and improved ability to plan strategically for
conservation at a landscape scale [54]) compel data
sharing? Does this apply in situations where landholders
finance the costs of PPA establishment and management?
• Does the reporting of PPA data that contributes to national
conservation estates add to or substitute for government
responsibility for meeting international targets? (e.g., could
PPAs reduce the responsibilities of governments for
meeting international protected area targets through public
land management/investment [26,41]?).
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Table 1. Cont.
Dimensions of Equity Level of Relevance Considerations
Recognitional: equitable respect for
knowledge systems, values, social
norms, and rights of all stakeholders,
and consideration of the diversity of
institutional and political settings.
Data collectors
• Have reporting and communication processes considered
the diversity in landholders’ awareness of the
consequences of PPA reporting (e.g., [22])?
• How are geographical, political and program-specific
considerations incorporated into the reporting process?
(e.g., in the USA, different programs are subject to different
laws that influence inclusion requirements and privacy
concerns [26]).
National
• Are all institutions and levels of government involved in
reporting processes considered trustworthy by landholders
and international conservation bodies, and does this
influence landholders’ willingness to share data [52,55]?
• Has consideration been made for landholders’ motivations
and how these might influence willingness to share
information? Engaging with motives can be vital for PPA
success [55,56]; some motivations may lead to support for
data-sharing (e.g., motivation to contribute to national
conservation efforts [41]), while others may result in a lack
of support for data-sharing (e.g., motivation for
privacy [26]).
• Does reporting consider land tenure and cultural
differences (e.g., individualistic versus collective
ownership, history of land tenure, differences between first
and subsequent generation PPA landholders [22]).
• To what extent could PPA reporting influence conflict over
governance arrangements and contested property rights?
(e.g., property rights and governance processes can be fluid
and unstable depending on institutional, community and
individual power dynamics [24]).
The importance of equitable processes in the establishment and management of protected areas is
emphasized by the CBD under Aichi Target 11, which states that indigenous and local communities
“should equitably share in the benefits arising from protected areas and should not bear inequitable
costs” [2]. Here we highlight the relevance of equity issues beyond protected area establishment
and management to protected area data reporting when private landholders are involved. This is
particularly relevant considering that a new post-2020 global Strategic Plan for Biodiversity will be
negotiated over the coming years and new targets will be set that will require equity considerations.
Following from recent work on equity in conservation contexts [48–50], we use three dimensions of
equity—procedural, distributional, and recognitional—to unpack potential fairness considerations
and tensions associated with including PPAs in publicly accessible databases. We frame these
considerations as a series of questions to facilitate reflection on reporting processes for different
organizations (Table 1). We include questions that are (1) most relevant to the organizations that
engage with landholders, facilitate PPA agreements, and collect PPA information, and (2) also relevant
to organizations that collate this information at a national level (see Figure 1). The questions listed
are not intended to be prescriptive, nor do we assume they are all-encompassing given the likely
range of equity issues in different PPA contexts. The questions offer prompts for considering how
organizations can respond to the issues raised in a manner that is applicable to their context and
governance arrangements.
Procedural equity refers to the equitable involvement and inclusion of all stakeholder groups
in rule-making and decisions [48]. Questions of procedural equity for PPA data reporting relate to
how decisions are made regarding whether to include PPAs in publicly accessible databases and
towards international targets and the extent to which different landholders can participate in these
decisions (Table 1). Distributional equity refers to the equitable distribution of costs, benefits, rights,
responsibilities, and risk within and among groups from present and future generations [48] and
is thus associated with how the benefits and costs for public and private stakeholders involved
in PPA reporting processes are distributed (Table 1). Finally, recognitional equity relates to the
equitable respect for knowledge systems, values, social norms, and rights of all stakeholders and
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consideration of the diversity of institutional and political settings [48], calling for consideration of
the diversity of PPA landholders and the environments in which PPAs operate (Table 1). Questions of
distributional, procedural, and recognitional equity are likely to be important for guiding decisions,
rules, and responsibilities established by organizations collecting, managing, and sharing PPA data
within a country (Figure 1). In addition, the relevance of recognitional equity considerations may
extend to the international organizations aggregating and sharing this data (Figure 1).
4. Navigating Equity Considerations: Principles for Fair and Transparent PPA Data Reporting
Organizations face significant challenges in ensuring that PPA reporting processes are fair
and transparent (challenges of capacity, complex governance arrangements, etc. [15,26]). However,
potentially larger challenges to long-term conservation may arise if reporting is not transparent.
An equitable reporting process is important for developing and maintaining organizational legitimacy
and ensuring landholders feel supported—two factors that can influence landholder motivation to
participate in conservation activities and thus have a notable impact on conservation outcomes [50,53].
Equitable reporting is also imperative for maintaining the quality of PPA data and fulfilling the
WDPA requirement that the data contributors “have the rights, permissions and authority” to report
data [38] (p. 59). The retraction of non-consented data from the WDPA (in line with the UNEP-WCMC
protocol) could have direct consequences for the ability of conservation practitioners, policy makers
and researchers to effectively plan and monitor conservation efforts across landscapes and at national
and international scales. While arrangements that ensure the fair inclusion of PPAs in public databases
will be context-specific (Table 1), we propose a set of broad principles that could guide the consideration
of equity in a consistent and transparent process across a range of contexts (Box 1).
Box 1. Ten principles for the fair and transparent inclusion of PPA data in publicly accessible databases
(adapted from Greenleaf (2012) [34]).
1. Data collection—only adequate and relevant data is collected, it is not excessive in relation to stated
purpose, and it is collected fairly, lawfully, and with the landholder’s full knowledge and consent.
2. Data quality—data is accurate and kept up-to-date.
3. Purpose specification—at the time of collection, the data collector provides clear information about what
data is being collected and for what purpose.
4. Notice of rights—at the time of collection, the data collector provides clear information about their
practices and policies, and the choices available to the landholder.
5. Limited use—data is stored and used for specific and clearly defined purposes for no longer than
is required.
6. Data security—data is protected from risks (e.g., loss, unauthorized access) by reasonable
security safeguards.
7. Openness—there is a policy of openness about any changes made to the practices and policies with respect
to data.
8. Access—landholders are able to enquire and receive confirmation about what data, relating to them or
their property, has been collected and is stored.
9. Correction—landholders are able to challenge data relating to them or their property and, if incorrect,
have the data erased, rectified or amended.
10. Accountability—data controllers are accountable for complying with measures above and must ensure
that the recipient agency or organization will protect the information in the same manner.
The collection, management, and reporting of privately-owned data is a widespread challenge
that has led to the development of privacy laws in at least 87 countries [34] and, most recently,
the General Data Protection Regulation that became enforceable in the European Union in early 2018.
Drawing from several regional agreements on data privacy from around the world, Greenleaf (2012)
collated ten “global” principles for transparent data reporting [34]. The widespread geographic use of
these principles thus makes them a useful starting point for considering fair and transparent reporting
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processes regarding PPAs around the world. We present these ten principles (Box 1) as considerations
for organizations involved in the collection, management, and reporting of PPA data (Figure 1).
While these organizations generally have the power to influence procedural equity (which is the focus
of many of the proposed principles), the intent is to account for recognitional and distributional equity
through such procedures.
It is imperative that transparency around PPA data procedures begins during discussions
with landholders interested in establishing conservation agreements for their property and that
this transparency is maintained for prospective buyers of properties already under a conservation
agreement. The organization should ensure landholders are made aware of what information is
to be collected, how it will be managed and distributed, by whom, and for what purposes (P1-4;
Box 1). In some contexts (e.g., South Africa), national reporting is legally mandated and consent
thus entails making landholders aware of their obligations. In other contexts, landholders may be
able to decide what (if any) of their information is included in national databases. The process of
obtaining consent should consider the recognitional aspects of equity (e.g., landholders’ motivations
and awareness of responsibilities) as well as distributional aspects (e.g., whether it is fair to provide
landholders with options around data-sharing if public funds have been used to establish the PPA;
Table 1). Irrespective of the context and nature of consent, organizations collecting and reporting PPA
information need to have clear processes for ensuring landholders are made aware of their rights,
obligations, and options.
Transparency of data management practices and the security of the data collected are key
considerations regarding PPA data reporting (P5-7; Box 1). Managers of PPA data need to be cognizant
of the risks associated with sharing this data (distributional equity). These risks are likely to vary
between different landholders (recognitional equity), and consideration should be given to how these
risks can be mitigated through data-management processes. Data-protection policies suggest that
data should be used only to fulfill the purposes of collection and other compatible purposes [34].
These purposes need to be made explicit, particularly regarding whether they justify conservation
organizations sharing PPA information to national and international databases. In some instances,
a tiered data management approach may be most appropriate whereby a broad set of relevant data
could be collected by the conservation agency with the full consent of the landowner, with just a
subset of this data then shared with the national government, to meet national reporting needs while
protecting more sensitive data. The national government could share a subset of this data with WDPA
to meet international reporting requirements. An initiative similar to the Indigenous and Community
Conserved Areas (ICCA) registry could be developed for PPAs. The ICCA registry was initiated
in response to data-reporting concerns by communities and enables the communities themselves to
choose what data is made publicly available [57].
In addition to the organization’s responsibilities towards data collection and security,
landholders whose personal data has been collected should be able to enquire about, have access
to, and ensure accuracy of that data (P8-10; Box 1). It is unclear to what extent landholders can
currently access and correct their personal information in national and international databases.
Finally, the organizations who are collecting and reporting this data—the first point of contact for the
landholders—should be the ones accountable for complying with data sharing protocols, such as these
ten principles, and should gain assurances from the recipient organizations about data accuracy and
protection (Figure 1).
We recognize that operationalizing these principles will have practical implications for conservation
organizations, many of which are already operating in a resource-constrained environment. Given the
diversity of PPA mechanisms and contexts, the implications of implementing these principles will
vary but may, for example, require PPA programs to review the wording of their PPA agreements,
data administration and security, current reporting procedures, and internal guidelines. Amongst this,
programs will need to take into consideration a variety of issues, such as accommodating landholder
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preferences in both existing and future PPA agreements and managing these as PPAs change ownership
(Table 1).
While these principles are presented for PPAs specifically, they are equally applicable for other
effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) on private land, which also contribute to global
conservation targets [44]. Further, these principles are also worth considering in other conservation
contexts that involve the public reporting of data pertaining to non-public stakeholders, such as carbon
and biodiversity offset programs. Organizations that follow these principles would be well-placed
to meet the WDPA requirements that data is shared “with the free, prior and informed consent
of communities and/or indigenous peoples involved in the management, governance or ownership of
the sites described in the dataset” [38] (p. 60).
While we have focused largely on recommended procedures going forward, we are aware that in
some jurisdictions, PPA data is already being reported at national and international levels without the
express permission of the landholders. In line with the 2016 World Conservation Congress motion
on PPAs [17], we stress that IUCN members and other organizations reporting PPA information to
international databases should do so “in collaboration and agreement with the owners of such areas”
and that the WDPA review PPAs already in the database to ensure such agreements are evident. We call
on national governments, the WDPA, and PPA programs to work together to implement the principles
outlined above to achieve equitable PPA reporting.
5. Conclusions
Considerations of equity are gaining increasing attention in conservation, including protected area
establishment and management [58]. Here we have illustrated that such considerations need to extend
to protected area data reporting processes when private landholders are involved. It is important
to consider procedural, distributional, and recognitional dimensions of equity, including questions
of landholder consent regarding data-sharing, the distribution of costs and benefits of data-sharing
between private individuals and the public good, and recognition of diverse landholder motivations
and tenure arrangements (Table 1). We have offered a set of ten broad principles to help organizations
navigate the complexity and context-dependency of equity considerations for PPA data reporting
(Box 1). With the growing number and extent of PPAs around the world, there is increasing recognition
that conservation planning, management, monitoring, and evaluation would greatly benefit from the
inclusion of these privately-owned properties. Wherever the reporting of PPA data is required,
and deemed appropriate, we stress the importance of providing fair and transparent reporting
processes. This will facilitate effective and integrated conservation efforts and rigorous assessments of
progress at national and international levels.
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